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Political parties have made a significant contribution to the 
formation and direction of American institutions and processes as well 
as to the conduct of public affairs. Parties originated in social and 
economic interests, in a desire to control the reins of the govern¬ 
mental process, in the need of effective and responsible exercises of 
political power, and in the need to unite various factions and leaders 
in a common cause. 
It is significant and, from current perspectives, somewhat 
strange that no provision was made in the Constitution for political 
parties. Fertile soil for party growth is found in the Federal 
Constitution as well as in the socio-economic conditions, ideological 
differences, and personal qualities and ambitions. The First Amendment 
to the Constitution declares that "Congress shall make no law respect¬ 
ing an establishment of religion, prohibiting the free exercise thereof 
or of abridging the freedom of speech, or of the people to peaceably 
assemble, and to petition the government for redress of grievances. 
The august body present for the drafting of the Constitution of 
the United States in Constitution Hall, in 1787, mainly represented 
U.S., Constitution, Amendment 1, sec. 1, 
1 
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the propertied class; some of them had a vested interest in the birth 
O 
of the new federal government. Also some of the delegates repre¬ 
sented colonies that did not want too much control in the hands of the 
future central government. Charles Beard, the leading proponent of 
the theory that the delegates of the Constitutional Convention 
represented interest groups, points this out in his book, An Economic 
Interpretation of the Constitution of the United States.^ Political 
parties were opposed by the early American colonists primarily because 
they were identified with factions. Washington denounced factions. 
In his "Farewell Address," he advised the people to avoid a party- 
system. Despite Washington's warning, the Federalist and Republican 
parties were formed shortly after the government was formally 
organized. 
Numerous definitions and functions have been given for political 
parties. Madison, in Federalist Number Ten, said that: 
By factions, I understand a number of citizens, 
whether amounting to a majority or minority of the 
whole who are united and actuated by some common 
impulse of possessions or of interests, adverse to 
the permanent and aggregate interests of the 
community.^ 
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Parties may be defined as an organization whose members are 
sufficiently homogenous to band together for the overt purpose of win¬ 
ning elections which entitle them to exercise governmental power in 
order to enjoy the influence, perquisite and advantages of power and 
authority."* Membership in a party may be indicated by, among other 
things, contributions to its treasury, voting, and activity in its 
behalf. Political parties have many objectives. The chief function 
of a political party, it may be said, is to win elections and formulate 
principles and policies to be carried out in the governmental process 
by those the party has helped to elect. Another function of a party 
is to stimulate the voter's interest in elections and in government.^ 
This paper will discuss minor parties and how they perhaps serve 
as catalysts of social change by their influence on the policies of the 
major parties in the United States. In order to do this, it is 
necessary to define a minor or third party, social change, and a 
catalyst. 
Third parties may be expressions of the opinions and interests 
of men who are dissatisfied with the existing regimes, or they may 
consist of men who take a conservative viewpoint from that of the views 
of the apparent majority. Third parties often grow out of impatience 
over the indifference of the major party leaders to what some consider 
to be evils. They may arise out of a conviction that needed reform 
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will not be achieved by the old party, or they may seek to prevent the 
old party from instituting certain programs.? Third party movements 
may originate from various motives. They may stem from a desire for 
leadership. A representative democracy is a fertile field for leader¬ 
ship. Minor parties may serve as a training ground for aspirants to 
replace the existing leadership and obtain power. Leaders who, for 
various reasons, feel out of place in the old parties may form a third 
party. Another source of such movements is found in discredited 
leaders in the old-line parties. Still another source of third party 
movements may be found in "the chronic fault-finder," who denounces 
the dominant organization and announces his determination to repudiate 
them by voting a third party. Dissatisfaction with the existing order 
is often an element of minor party activity. A minor party's purpose 
Q 
is often the accomplishment of a needed reform. 
Minor parties may be characterized as: (1) "groups organized to 
prevent the atrophy of political parties by disclosing fresh sources 
for political strength";^ (2) "a bridge for the movement of people 
from party to party";(3) stimulants for the widening of differences 
in the policies of the major parties; (4) a group to raise certain 
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basic issues; and (5) strengtheners of the American political life. A 
catalyst may be defined as an agent which accelerates or slows down the 
rate of reaction.^ Social change may be defined as any difference in 
interaction patterns which develops through time.12 It occurs because 
all societies contain elements of disequilibrium. The mass of men may 
wish for a more perfect social equilibrium; a few men consciously act 
to sustain or establish it. This is sometimes done by resisting all 
direct attempts to modify what has come down from the past.^ 
Individuals are forced to abide by some sort of social pressure and 
fear of punishment or ostracism. Such forced conformity is usually 
to the existing standards and hence appears to hinder change in the 
existing culture. Social pressure is also exerted in times of social 
change to force conformity to the new in wartime or as in fashion and 
styles of dress.1^ 
The purpose of this paper is to suggest how minor political 
parties serve as catalysts of social change by their influence on the 
policies of the major parties in the United States. In an earlier 
paragraph the writer mentioned that "minor parties may be characterized 
as groups organized to prevent the atrophy of political parties by 
Benjamin Harrow and Abraham Mazur, Textbook of Biochemistry 
(Philadelphia, 1958), p. 107. 
12 
Ronald Freedman et al., Principles of Sociology (New York, 
1956), p. 619. 
^Arnold Green, Sociology (New York, 1922), p. 180. 
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disclosing fresh sources for political strength", etc. This act of 
change and others on the part of a minor party or a major party may be 
said to be catalytic. Before attempting to suggest how minor parties 
act as catalytic forces the writer will use chapter two in an attempt 
to illustrate the various types of minor political parties and to show 
how they perhaps evolved. The writer does not insist that each minor 
party fits all the characterizations pointed out earlier. Chapter two, 
therefore, will consist of a brief discussion of minor political 
parties in the United States such as the Quids, Loco Foco, Native 
Americans, Prohibition, Greenback, Granger and Dixiecrat parties. 
This list further illustrates early and recent minor parties, some that 
were opposed to change. This discussion will be an attempt to demonstrate 
some of the varying issues that minor parties present to the American 
political scene and, in turn, possible force on major political parties. 
The writer uses this chapter to make clear that all parties do not 
serve as catalyst of social change, but that some perhaps can and do. 
Some parties only wish to maintain the existing order and thus are 
opposed to social change. 
The fourth chapter consists of a discussion of the importance of 
minor parties in the American structure not merely as contenders for 
the nation's top office, but as expressors of the wishes and needs of 
the people and country in general. In this discussion the writer will 
try to trace ideas from the minor parties to the major parties. It 
cannot be said with certainty that all ideas ascribed to the minor 
parties were actually raised or formulated by them. Many of the issues 
that they put forth have their home in Europe. 
7 
Chapter V consists of a summary and conclusion based on the 
author's attempt to suggest that minor parties serve as catalysts of 
social change by their influence on the policies of the major political 
parties. 
The writer used the historical, analytical, case, and comparative 
methods of research. The tools of research employed to implement these 
methods were books, articles, and party platforms. 
In this study the writer attempts to trace minor party influence 
from the Quids and Loco Focos through the Dixiecrat party in 1948. 
It cannot be demonstrated that all the ideas and issues are new. Nor 
can it be said that all of the issues have been wholeheartedly 
accepted by the major parties. Since it is a rather difficult task to 
measure influence, the influence on the platforms and the acceptance 
of issues in part or in whole will serve as a possible yardstick. 
Further limitations imposed on the study are: limited source of primary 
material; limited as well as surface discussions of some minor parties, 
namely Liberal Republican, Know Nothings, Progressive Party, etc., 
hampered research. 
The treatment given in the past to minor parties has covered 
various aspects of them. Some of the discussions traced minor 
political parties from their possible origins to their death. After 
these discussions the writers often concluded that for the most part 
the roles of minor parties have been of little significance, since they 
were often pushed into the background by the major parties. Still 
others have felt that if they did serve some useful value the same job 
or function could or would have been done eventually by major parties. 
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It is the writer's opinion that to simply state that minor 
parties do not play a significant role is possibly fallacious. They 
either play an important role or there exists a defect in the American 
political structure. The writer therefore contends that the value or 
useful function served by the minor political parties is to act as 
catalytic agents to bring about social change through their influence 
on the major political parties in the United States. This may be 
evidenced by the Populist party having proved at one time its ability 
to gain strength. In 1892, the Populist party won 22 electoral votes, 
sent a dozen avowed Populists and a number of sympathizers to Congress, 
elected three governors and hundreds of state legislators. With the 
withering of the Populist party in 1900, income tax postal savings 
banks, banking reform, and other items which were on the Populist 
party platform permeated both the Democratic and the Republican parties. 
The Populists, along with the Granger party, the Progressives, etc., 
left a lasting imprint on American politics. For the reforms which 
they advocated, although many of them did not become realities at the 
time, were later adopted by the major parties.15 
It must not be thought that all change is sudden. Because of the 
inherent weakness in our political structure and of man, social change 
is often slow or the resistance is so great that we do not readily 
admit that it has come about, or that it seeps in with such gravity 
that we often believe things are as they were. 
Russell B. Nye, Midwestern Progressive Politics (East Lansing, 
1951), p. 125. 
9 
The significance of this research is to present a possible view 
that minor parties had an even greater significance than is often 
stated. It is the writer's intent to enable the political scientist 
to think about other possible significances of minor parties. The 
idea is not to be conveyed that the writer has proven the influence of 
minor political parties on major parties. But we merely suggested a 
possible line of political impact and consequence. 
CHAPTER II 
BRIEF SKETCHES OF SEVERAL MINOR PARTIES 
Social movements appear when widespread dissatisfaction with 
certain conditions is channeled into collective endeavor to change 
them. That endeavor requires frustration to be aimed at some 
symbolized menace separative tendencies, strong leadership, and 
efficient organization must appear early in the movement's history. 
Social movements may promise to renew traditional roles and goals 
which experience has denied. They dramatize the members self¬ 
conceptions* Most social movements cease shortly after getting 
started. Only a few complete the cycle from widespread discontent 
to institutionalization. A number of discontented groups in the 
United States have turned to political action for redress of their 
grievances, although this is not always done.*1 Some political 
parties arise to resist the existing order and others to maintain it, 
for example, Native American and Oixiecrat. The Midwest farmers may 
be considered as a group that turned to political action for redress 
of their grievances. The Grange, at its inception, was avowedly non¬ 
political, although the Granger as a citizen was pledged to take a 
1 
Ronald Freedman et al., Principles of Sociology (New York, 
1956), p. 107. 
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proper interest in the politics of his country.^ 
The Grange, as a party, engaged in pressure politics. The farmers 
sought stoppage of the unfair practices of the railroads. They wanted 
educational benefits, better schools and more extensive agricultural 
training in them. They sought tax law revision - no exemption of 
railroad properties, a tax on mortgages but no mortgaged property.^ 
It was difficult for the farmers to find a political outlet for 
their ideas and interests. The two major parties were controlled by 
the leaders who preferred not to notice the new issues to divide 
sentiment and distract the attention from the new ones. The farmers 
felt more closely allied perhaps to the Republican party than to the 
Democratic party, although for political purposes they were unrepre¬ 
sented in state and national governments under the Republican regime. 
The only effective outlet for the Granger activity in politics seemed 
to lie in a third party.^ 
Between 1873 to 1876, the Midwest was dotted with small abortive 
parties under various names composed of Granger, Liberal Republican 
and other reform parties which either eventually fused with the 
Democrats or retained a precarious independence. Although they were 
never successful in winning office, some concessions were perhaps 
forced from the dominant Republicans by simply existing, thus paving 
Russell B. Nye, Midwestern Progressive Politics (East Lansing, 
1941), p. 345. 
3 
Ibid., pp. 43-44. 
4Ibid. 
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the way for the Greenback and Populist movements later. In Minnesota, 
Republican Governor Austin showed that he was distinctly aware of the 
Grange by attacking practices of the railroads because of their refusal 
to act with reference to the public good, and by campaigning for 
legislative rate-fixing and other curbs on the railroads' power.^ 
The great majority of the independent farmer groups were either 
absorbed into major parties or dead by 1876. Republicanism in the 
Midwest was too strong for a third party, a virtually impossible feat 
at the time. The distaste that existed for the Democrats at this time 
ruled them out, and the Republicans refused to harbor the malcontents. 
The third parties were also lacking in leadership, effective organiza¬ 
tions, or a stable and trustworthy following. They lacked those things 
which would challenge the powerful machinery of the Republican party.® 
Despite the lack of leadership in several of the state 
legislatures, the farmer parties held the balance of power, or in 
their fusion with the Democrats, exerted real influence. In California, 
where the railroad interests dominated the politics of the state, the 
Anti-Monopolists in 1873 elected forty-one members to the lower house. 
To strengthen their group the Granger allied with other farmers, thus 
forming a farmers alliance.^ 
Nathan Fine, Labor and Farmer Parties in the United States 
(New York, 1928), p. 61* 
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The platform of the farmer parties and the minor successes they 
did enjoy were prophetic. The Granger was replaced by the Farmers 
Alliance. Alliance-sponsored third parties rang up some notable 
victories especially in Kansas, Nebraska, South Dakota, Minnesota, and 
North Dakota. A St. Louis newspaper stated after the 1890 elections: 
"the Republican party can hold nothing in the West without fighting 
for it."® The New York Herald said that "the specter of the Farmer 
Alliance overshadows all other political consideration here";^ while 
the Philadelphia Times lamented that "there is not a sure Republican 
state left in the West."^® The Cleveland Journal piously advised the 
recalcitrant farmers "to abjure radical nonsense and return to the 
fold, for Republicanism strongly and faithfully supported, is the best 
and only agent through which reformers can attain their end.''^ 
The Midwest farmers paid little attention to the warning of the 
newspapers and other journals. After the elections of 1890, a number 
of Alliance members went to Congress, two Senators and eight 
Representatives. About forty Democrats in Congress owed their election 
to Alliance support or to the split it caused in the Republican votes.*2 
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Despite the gains and losses the first of the third parties except the 
Republicans to exercise considerable influence and attract public 
attention throughout the country was the Populist party in the central 
and Northwestern states in the years 1873 and 1875. 
Labor, too, has been discontented. Modern labor as it is known 
today did not begin until after the Civil War. The first coordinated 
labor organization formed at that time was the Mechanics Union of 
Trade Association. This, in turn, gave birth to the first labor party, 
which led to the first industrial union - The New England Association 
of Farmers Mechanics, and other working-men parties. For several 
years this movement was not only the expression of labor's unrest but 
was an important force to which the old established parties were 
obliged to make concessions. 
When the Working-Men's party was formed in July, 1828, 
the Federalist party controlled the city, and the Democratic party 
controlled the country as a whole. The votes for eight candidates on 
the Working-Men's ticket varied from 224 to 539 votes in the city and 
about 425 votes in the county elections. The eight candidates of each 
of the other parties, who were also on the Working-Men's ticket, ran 
300 to 600 votes ahead of their colleagues, but none of the candidates 
of the Federalist party were elected by the aid of the Working-Men. 
All of the twenty-one Working-Men's candidates on the Democratic ticket 
were elected. The new labor party was encouraged by the demonstration 
15 
1 O 
of its political strength. The possible cause of discontent was the 
lack of proper representation of the interests of the industrial 
working class by the major parties. Labor and agriculture have 
exhibited their discontent through, among other things, the formation 
of parties, alliances and unions. One of the ways big business has 
expressed its discontent is through the major political parties, and 
so have labor and agriculture. The railroads, trusts, banks, and 
industry were able to gain control for themselves by seeing that the 
right persons were placed in the House of Representatives on both the 
state and the national level.^ Big business was fought by several 
of the minor parties - Granger, the Populist, and Socialist. 
In the United States, sectional interests have helped to shape 
American policies, as in the case of the Dixiecrat party. 
First, there is the presence of the Negro and his relation 
to the Southern society as a whole. Second, there is the 
heritage of states rights and individualism. Third, there 
is what may be conveniently called the tradition of the 
Civil War - the defeat and the loss of life, the economic 
problems produced, the distrust of alien influence, the 
fear of federal dictation, the alliance with the Democratic 
party and the solidity of a persecuted minority.15 
These factors produced a sectional consciousness from which many of 
our third parties developed. 
Chiefly, the function of third parties has been to bring new 
13 
Ibid., p. 80. 
14 
Ibid. 
Emile B. Ader, The Dixiecrat Movement : Its Role in Third Party 
Politics (Washington, 1955), p. 15. 
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issues before the people, force new policies upon the older parties, 
and, after accomplishing their goals they pass away. One reason for 
their brief life is that reform is a good issue with which to arouse 
enthusiasm, but after the first impulse of activity is over the 
enthusiasm declines. An important reason for the failure of such 
movements seems to be the "innate political conservatism of the bulk 
of the American people ... who ... prefer to bring forward the new 
issues and to work out the desired reform in the established parties 
rather than to attempt to displace them with a new organization."^ 
Permeation of the old parties by the influence of third party 
organizations formed to advocate some urgent reform has been one of 
the American methods of dealing with political and economic change 
and/or modification. The larger the number of votes cast for a third 
party, the greater the probability that its issues will be adopted by 
one or both of the larger parties.^ 
The real value of third parties is that they 
stir the waters and prevent stagnation. What an 
agitator is among individuals, the third party is 
in relation to the older party organizations. 
Balance of power is the lever in the hands of 
the third party by which its principle may reach 
accomplishment, although in time its organization 
almost certainly ceases to exist. 
16 
Fred E. Haynes, Social Politics in the United States (Boston, 




Ibid., p. 155. 
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The first third party movement of any consequence occurred in 1805. 
It was largely a revulsion to the Republican party in opposition to the 
administration of Jefferson and his attempt to dictate his successor. 
Because of their disfavor with James Madison during 1805, the Quids 
nominated a candidate, James Monroe, to represent them in the upcoming 
presidential election of 1808. 
The Quids were followed by the Anti-Masonry party in 1827, led by 
Thaddeus Stevens. The political effect of the Anti-Masonic party is 
regarded as an important episode in our political history. "As a 
national movement, it proved weak, yet it gave our history one enduring 
institution, the Delegate Convention for the nomination of officers 
Another minor party to develop was the Equal Rights party or as 
it is sometimes called, the "Loco Focos." It split from the Democratic 
party. This group was antagonistic to the centralizing tendencies of 
the Jackson administration.20 
There lived some third parties which were opposed to social 
change. In 1841, there originated in Louisiana what became known as 
the Native American party. It claimed to be committed to the protection 
of "American principles" and the exclusion of foreigners from office. 
Because of the movement of foreigners to large cities, the Native 
American or Know Nothing party of Louisiana spread to the North and 
elected a mayor of New York City and six members of Congress in 1841, 
19 
Fess, op. cit.. p. 327. 
20 
Ibid., p. 331. 
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but its poor showing in 1848 finished its career under this name, and 
both old parties began courting the favor of the incoming hordes of 
famine stricken Irish. 
In Massachusetts, the Know Nothings, in 1854, elected the 
Governor and every state senator and a strong majority in the lower 
house. Fusing with the Whigs in 1854, the Southern Know Nothings held 
the balance of power between the Democrats and the Anti-Nebraska men. 
The Native Americans or Know Nothings had passed through an erratic 
career of some fifteen years during which time it spasmodically opposed 
immigration, the election of naturalized Americans to office and Roman 
Catholic influence upon politics. In 1855, it showed considerable 
strength in the North due to the aid of dissident Whigs and Democrats. 
It lacked the broad fundamental principles needed for permanance, 
however, and was most unsatisfactory in its refusal to take an open 
stand on the slavery controversy.^ 
The Prohibition party, like the other minor parties, was 
basically a one-issue party. The Prohibition Party was founded in 
1869. In every national campaign since 1872, it has offered candidates 
for President and Vice-President to the voters of the nation. Its 
primary objective has been the legislative prohibition of the 
manufacture^ and sale of intoxicating liquors, but it has proclaimed 
its interests in the prohibition of manufactures, importation, 
21 
Wilfred E. Binkley, American Political Parties (New York, 1958), 
p. 187. 
22 
Harold R. Bruce, American Parties and Politics (New York, 1927), 
pp. 194-95. 
19 
exportation, transportation, and sale of alcoholic beverages, abolition 
The sudden rise to prominence of the Prohibition party in the 
early twenties undoubtedly acted as a threat to the major organizations, 
as suggested by another word from the Republican platform of 1888, which 
stated that the party cordially sympathized with all well-directed 
efforts for the promotion of temperance and morality. 
Aside from its educational works the Prohibition 
party has not been of much appreciable influence on 
the party system. The eighteenth amendment and the 
enforcement acts were brought about by the war time 
attention given to the waste of food, fuel, and 
more power caused by the manufacture of liquor and 
through the efforts of such non-partisan organiza¬ 
tions as the Anti-Saloon Le e and the Women's 
The Greenback party was a party exclusively associated with the 
currency question. The party was committed to the saving of Greenbacks 
in circulation. The party regarded the legal tender notes as sound 
currency. It held that it was better for the government than bond 
issues because the currency carried no interest charge and was better 
for the people at large than bank notes. Prevailing opinion was that 
the national government offered better security than private banking 
institutions. The strength of the party was among the common people 
of the newly settled west.^5 
of child labor, and conservation of natural resources.23 
Christian Temperance Union 
23 




Ibid.. p. 90. 
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The Greenback party was a negligible factor in presidential 
elections but showed its strength in congressional elections to act as 
a threat to the old parties. The thirteen Greenbackers elected to the 
House of Representatives in 1878 almost held the balance of power in 
that body--the Greenbacks and Republicans. In 1885, a fusion of the 
Greenback and Democrats was effected in some of the Western states and 
in 1888 the party was superseded by the Union Labor party. The Green¬ 
back party is notable, therefore, as the first political expression of 
agrarian discontent, and as the forerunner of the Populist and various 
labor parties.2^ 
The Liberal wing of the Republican party began in Missouri after 
the Civil War. The object of its activity was the gaining of more 
liberal treatment of the suffrage privilege of former Confederates. 
It held its first national convention in May, 1872. Horace Greeley 
was nominated for the presidency and his nomination was accepted by 
the Democrats. The Republicans won the election. The presidential 
election of 1876 gave the Greenbackers another chance to exert their 
power on a national scale. In 1884, the independents labored to 
defeat Garfield and elect Grover Cleveland. The Independents became 
a recognized factor in our political life, helping to shape party 
policies and exercising influence on public life—a result due very 
largely to the Liberal and Independent activity from 1872-1884.22 
26. 





The alliance of the Liberal Republicans and the Democrats set a 
moral example and a new method of political action. This alignment 
produced a change and, instead of keeping men rooted in the disagreement 
and animosities of the past, brought them together or separated them 
in accordance with the factors of the new situations. Cooperation for 
a political objective, as was done by the Liberal Republicans and the 
Democrats, proved that it was wiser for a third party to play an 
effective vacillating game between the two forces, joining with which¬ 
ever should bring forward a better candidate and better measures.28 
The Socialists entered American politics with the founding of 
the Socialist Labor party for the purpose of presenting candidates in 
local elections. The organizers of the movement were chiefly German 
workingmen, and throughout its career the party membership has never 
included more than 10 per cent of native Americans. The party 
represented the extreme type of industrial socialism. The members 
were opposed to the American system of trade unions and the advocacy 
of the organization of all wage earners.29 
The railway strike of 1894 precipitated by the action of the 
American railway union in Chicago led to the creation of the Social 
Democratic party three years later. The party sought to substitute the 
socialists state for the existing system. A number of the Socialist 
Labor party members joined the Social Democratic party. The two 
28 
M. Ostrogorski, Democracy and the Party System in the United 
States (New York, 1910), p. 297. 
29 
Bruce, op. cit., p. 138 
22 
parties continued to represent two schools of socialism - the radical 
30 
and the conservative. 
The Socialist Labor party aspires to the establish¬ 
ment of a Socialistic regime by successful, peaceful, 
legal, evolutionary processes. State ownership 
should be adopted, the resources, means of transpor¬ 
tation and communication, public utilities and large 
scale industries that tend to be monopolistic, the 
Socialists feel should be in the hands of the state.* 
The outstanding leader of the Socialist party was Eugene V. Debs. 
He was the party's presidential candidate in 1900, 1904, 1908, and 1920. 
In the first national campaign of the Socialist party, it polled 94,000 
votes. In 1920, it polled 915,000 votes. The Socialist party member¬ 
ship varied from small to large and has proven to be a significant 
factor in presidential elections. In local elections it has been 
more successful. A Socialist mayor, council, and administration were 
elected in Milwaukee in 1910. In 1913, the party issued an official 
statement asserting that there were then in municipal office throughout 
the United States, thirty-four Socialist mayors and two-hundred and 
33 thirty Socialist aldermen. 
The formation of the Dixiecrat or States Rights party in 1948 
added another name to the list of third parties in American politics. 
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or States Rights party. They are as follows: 
First, the desire to increase the influence of 
the South within the Democratic party. Politicians 
felt that should the Dixiecrats succeed in causing 
the Democrats to lose the election, in the future 
Southern wishes would receive consideration. 
Second, there was antagonism to centralized govern¬ 
ment not to the concept of the 'Welfare State.' 
Third, there was the belief that Southern practices 
relating to the status of the Negro are necessary, 
and an irritation at the thought of being coerced 
into a change by outside pressures.34 
The Dixiecrats did not expect their candidate J. Strom Thurmond 
of South Carolina to secure the 266 electoral college votes necessary 
for election, but it was thought that if the 127 electoral votes of 
the "solid South" were cast as a bloc, the major candidates would be 
prevented from receiving a majority. Thus, the House of Representa¬ 
tives would have had the final choice in the selection, increasing 
the possibility of a candidate more acceptable to the States Rights 
point of view.35 Thurmond usually polled his heaviest vote in those 
counties with the highest proportion of Negroes while the predominantly 
white counties remained loyal to the national ticket. Departures from 
this correlation were often associated with traditional party loyalties 
arising out of intrastate Republican-Democratic competition.36 The 
plan of the Dixiecrats to force the House of Representatives to make 
the selection of a president failed. 
34 
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The Dixiecrats were critical of both major parties and helped 
bring to light the question of the advisability of Civil Rights 
legislation and the issues of States Rights versus centralization. 
The States Rights party was a splinter from the Democratic party. 
It was primarily sectional in nature, with an appeal based on the 
issue fostered by a major party. It played the role of critic, and 
served as an outlet for the expression of discontent, and could 
possibly have thrown the presidential election of 1948 into the House 
of Representatives.37 
The Dixiecrat movement indicated that there are in the South 
a great many persons with conservative leanings who logically belong 
in the Republican party. The Dixiecrats and the Republicans called 
attention to the possible danger of an over-centralized governmental 
authority and reiterated the advantages of the theory of states 
rights.38 
In the 1948 presidential election, J. Strom Thurmond received 
1,169,063 popular votes and 39 electoral votes. His widest appeal 
was in the South where he carried Alabama, Mississippi, South Carolina, 
and Louisiana. Of the total votes received by Thurmond, 98.8 percent 
of the total were cast in the South. He received 87.2 percent of the 
total votes cast in Mississippi; 79.8 percent in Alabama; 72.0 percent 
37 
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in South Carolina; and 49.1 percent of the votes cast in Louisiana.^ 
When the votes were in, they showed that appeals to race 
consciousness and states rights had reaped their reward. In state 
after state the Dixiecrats won their greatest support among whites 
who live closest to large number of Negroes.40 
39 
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CHAPTER III 
THE POPULIST AND PROGRESSIVE PARTIES 
There have been large and significant class and political 
movements for social and economic change in the United States which 
have attempted to challenge the business control of society. The 
history of American political class consciousness has been perhaps 
primarily a story of agrarian revolts. From Shay's rebellion through 
the Jeffersonian and Jacksonian movements in the United States, 
American farmers were in the forefront of the battle against the 
control of society by business. The agrarian revolt became a 
significant part of the world-wide movement for economic reform after 
the Civil War when Western wheat belt farmers had to resort to various 
schemes to alleviate the coercion of a growing monopoly of capitalism.^- 
Agrarian radicalism after the Civil War was developed with the 
extension of the railroad west of the Mississippi. The frontier farmer 
was faced with the business tactics of the local grain elevator 
operator, and was forced to accept the prices and grades arbitrarily set 
by the agents. Organized rural protest took two forms: educational 
organizations such as the Patrons of Husbandry and the Fanners 
Alliance, and pressure on the government to aid the farmers, and after 
^"Reinhard Bendix and Seymour Lipset, "The Background of Agrarian 
Radicalism," Class, Status and Power (Glencoe, 111., 1953), p. 555. 
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these two methods failed, political parties seeking control of the state 
in the interest of organized agriculture.2 
The Populist party was one of agrarian discontent. Discontent, 
while affecting various elements of the population, was most wide¬ 
spread and articulate among the farmers. Modern industrial and 
business expansion, though it had brought to the farmers unquestioned 
benefits, had not profited them in the same proportion that it had 
financial, commercial and industrial interests. It had made farmers 
increasingly dependent upon the commercial and business groups. The 
farmers, having once enjoyed prestige as a result of the victories 
they achieved in the Greenback party and the Granger movement, sought 
to regain their lost prestige. The Granger movement had exerted 
enormous influence. As the Granger movement began to wane in the 
1870's, the Greenbackers arose to attempt to direct political action.3 
Numerically the farmers comprised a large segment of the 
population. If united in politics they might be able to restore some 
of their former influence. This was hampered by their being largely 
Republican in the West, and those of the South being Democrats from 
tradition and local circumstances with almost equal strength. Thus 
divided they had not been able to secure standing in either party 
which seemed commensurate with the importance of their service to the 
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Local revolts, such as those which constituted the 
Granger movement, had achieved remarkable success for a 
time, and had accomplished some more or less permanent 
results In such matters as state regulation of railroads; 
but the enthusiasm of the farmers had generally waned 
after a brief period of ascendancy.^ 
The farmer's energy had been divided between intraparty struggle 
and third party movements.** In the late eighties and early nineties 
times became harder for the farmers. "It seemed that the more 
bountifully the farmers brought forth the less they had to enjoy and 
the more hopelessly they sank in debt. Populism was the voice of 
their protest. 
Other elements were concerned, and many among them were brought 
into the movement. The relative scarcity of money and the often 
unreasonable exactness of creditors and their agents, together with 
the steady depreciation of the dollar and hence of all standing 
obligations, furnished a grievance to debtors in general. Industrial 
labor, although concerned with matters of wage reductions and unemploy¬ 
ment, was not unaffected by the problems with which the farmers were 
wrestling; but it was divided in its attitude toward financial issues. 
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Farmers led the Populist party ticket. Many of them were drawn into 
Q 
the Populist wing of the Democratic party. 
"Since the West and the South were preponderantly agrarian and 
debtor, and since their business enterprises were more exclusively of 
the small, competitve type, they were more responsive to the radical 
doctrines."^ The movement assumed a sectional as well as a social 
aspect. The Populist or People's party was organized in 1892, in 
Omaha, Nebraska, when farmers and laborers combined. The Populist 
movement, like the Greenback party, was essentially an agrarian uprising, 
and it too was dissatisfied with Eastern financial and commercial 
policies. The Populist party platform of 1892 was devoted to a resume 
of national conditions and distress, the influx of immigrants, the 
amassing of large fortunes, increasing government expenditures and 
large national bond issues. The party demanded the restoration of 
government, "to the hands of the plain people," government ownership 
and operation of the railroads, telephones, and telegraphs, free and 
unlimited coinage of silver at the existing ratio of 16 to 1, postal 
savings banks and the upholding of public lands for actual settlers.*® 
The party had its strength among the common people. The Southern 
Democrats, the Farmers Alliance, the Granger party, and the Western 
Silver Miners made up the bulk of its following. The party was agrarian 
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and sectional. It was successful in sending ten Representatives and 
five Senators to Congress. Its presidential candidate, James Weaver, 
polled over a million popular votes. This was a protest movement 
organized on a national scale with the possibilities that called for 
a careful major consideration.^^- 
In the congressional election of 1894, the Populist added a half 
million votes to its total. There was almost a tidal wave in the 
South because of this. It frightened the Democratic party and forced 
it to adopt the slogan of the independent movement, the free coinage 
of silver at a ratio of sixteen to one. In the West and Northwest the 
Democrats were practically wiped out. It was the Populist, perhaps, 
who helped to determine the course the Democrats would take in the 
presidential election of 1896. The influence of the Populists was 
not confined to the Democrats. The Republicans, impressed by the 
strength of the opposition of 1896, realized the importance of meeting 
13 the issues raised by them. 
The strong Populist party showing in 1892 likewise set off a 
struggle within the Democratic party over the silver issue. The 
differences among Democrats were intensified by the policies of 
Cleveland, the President and leaders of the conservative and sound 
11 
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money wing of the party. William Jennings Bryan, who stood for about 
everything that Cleveland abominated won the Democratic nomination in 
1896. The fact that the insurgent wing of a party in power could 
control its national convention gives a measure of the extent of the 
Populist infection among Democrats. In its candidate and its platform 
the Democratic party swallowed the Populist party almost entirely and 
quite possibly saved itself from extinction in so doing.^ 
The campaign of 1896 marked a turning point in the course of 
the politics of that time in that it developed into a violent contest 
between great wealth and the lower middle and working classes of the 
country. Because the two major parties were on opposite ideological 
sides they made a cleavage on either side of a line that marked off 
the Western agriculturists and labor groups from Eastern creditors 
and capitalists. The Republican convention was the scene of the first 
battle between the silver and gold factions. The Western and Southern 
leaders lost no opportunity to ally the party with the financial 
interests of the agricultural sections of the country. After hours of 
caustic debate on the floor of the convention during which Bryan 
delivered his celebrated "Cross of Gold" oration, the silver platform 
was adopted by a vote of two to one.^^ 
The leaders of the Populist party had planned since 1892 for a 
big silver campaign in 1896, in anticipation that both major parties 
14 
Key, op. cit.. p. 284. 
15 
Bruce, op. cit.. pp. 98-100. 
32 
would again assume a compromise position on the question. The Populists 
adopted the platform of the Democrats and supported the presidential 
candidate and ran their own vice presidential candidate. The action 
was evidence of useful devotion to principle, for the party disinte¬ 
grated and dropped from sight. It had proved a potent factor 
emphasizing the condition and demands of the Western section of the 
country and hold a high place among the minor parties in American 
history.*** 
The influence of the Populists extended beyond Democratic 
acceptance of their doctrine. Their energetic agitation in support 
of their causes gave currency to the ideas which gained wide support 
and became law. They preached the doctrine of popular government and 
demanded the direct election of the United States Senators, the direct 
primary nominating system, the initiative and referendum, and woman 
suffrage. They agitated, too, for the adoption of new substantive 
policies. They criticized the inelasticity of the currency. The 
Federal Reserve Act coped with this problem by means different from 
that urged by the Populists. The germ of the idea of the present 
system of federally-sponsored credit agencies for farmers was found in 
the Populist platform. The Populists were not solely responsible for 
the eventual adoption of these and other policies, but they did lead 
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The reference in the Populist platform of the "free and unlimited 
coinage of silver and gold at the existing ratio of 16 to 1," may need 
clarification and serve to introduce what became the commanding issue 
of the nineties. This was the phase of the national financial question 
that superseded the Greenback controversy. Prior to 1873, the United 
States had maintained a bimetallic monetary standard of value. Because 
of the silver deposits discovered in the Western states silver was 
raised in price in terms of gold. It was unprofitable, for when the 
silver was presented at the mint, the silver miner was told that there 
was no authorization for such coinage. Contemporaneous with the 
experience of the silver miner were the severe business depression and 
agricultural distress of 1873. The inflationists, accordingly, dropped 
their demands for more money and joined the silver miner in seeking a 
restoration of silver coinage in unlimited amounts at the rate of 16 to 
1 with gold.*® 
The single standard (gold) people and the double standard (silver) 
people clashed in the Congress that met in 1877. The result was a 
compromise measure, the Bland-Allison Act of 1878. By this time a law 
limiting coinage of silver was ordered. From two to four million 
dollars per month was authorized at the ratio of 16 to 1. The vote was 
bipartisan and sectional, the West and the Southwest opposing the East 
in the passage of the measure. The next controversy appeared in 1890, 
due to the great production of silver. The Republicans were in office 
18 
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and it was known that the party was opposed to the silver demands. The 
repeal of the silver purchase was forced through the efforts of 
President Cleveland. Through his efforts the President alienated the 
silver wing of his party and drove the convention wedge that split the 
party in two at the next convention. The congressional election of 
1894 showed a swing to the Republican party but no one anticipated a 
great landslide. Hie Republicans came through the election with a 
huge majority in the House and a working plurality in the Senate, while 
the Populists showed increased strength throughout the country.^ 
During the campaign of 1892, the Populists had learned that of 
all of the planks in their platform the silver plank had the widest 
appeal. Populist orators found free silver their best talking 
point. Republicans and Democrats frequently found the task of divert¬ 
ing attention from silver to the tariff well beyond their ability. It 
has been claimed by Arnett that "sometimes in their distress old-party 
campaigners resorted to the most transparent sophistries."^ Democrats 
were said to contend that the phrase "without charge for mintage" 
really meant free silver in the popular sense; whereas for the 
Republicans the bimetallism for which their platform called, was the 
last possible word in helpfulness to silver.All the silver 
arguments went back to the "crime of 1873." In that year the Greenback 
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universal sway, but Congress, looking forward to a time when coins once 
more might take their place in the nation's currency, had passed a law 
revising the coinage lists. This law made no provisions for the 
coinage of a silver dollar, presumably for the reason that silver 
dollars had long since ceased to exist except as curiosities would in 
demand. The war had swept all coined money out of circulation. Once 
the decline in the price of silver became clearly apparent, the 
"crime" was out, and the silver miners of the American West, for whom 
coinage at the old ratio would now have been profitable, were quick 
to demand that silver be restored to its former status. In this demand 
they were joined by a host of others who saw in the action of Congress 
no mere accident or oversight but rather nefarious conspiracy on 
behalf of the creditor classes of the West and South, who also tended 
increasingly, regardless of party to embrace the free silver doctrine, 
a silver dollar of equal value to the existing gold dollar had appeal.^2 
They favored free silver precisely because in their opinion it opened 
the way to a cheaper dollar. For years the gold dollar had been 
steadily depreciating that now its purchasing power was nearly double 
what it had been nearly twenty years before. In consequence they argued 
that gold as a monetary unit had proved a failure.23 
Following the election of 1894, advocates of free silver redoubled 
their efforts, fixing their eyes now on the presidency in 1896. As the 
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arguments of the "free silverites" gained momentum, reform journals and 
other weeklies, and the city dailies, no less than the country weeklies 
were forced to give liberal space to discussions of the "money question" 
because of public demands and attention. Reprints of the speeches made 
in Congress by silver Senators and silver Representatives were 
relentlessly distributed. Whole books were devoted to the subject. 
Among these books was Coin's Financial School by W. H. Harvey.^ 
The silver propaganda was widely accepted in the Democratic party 
in the South. There the masses drifted steadily in the direction of 
silver. Some of the leaders held back, defending Cleveland and the 
gold standard policy and his administration.^ Western Democrats were 
not far behind Southern Democrats in their readiness to respond to the 
pleas of the silverites. After the election of 1894, the American 
Bimetallic League continued its efforts, sponsoring conferences on the 
money question. 
As the presidential election of 1896 drew near both parties, 
Democratic and Republican, sought candidates that would be suitable to 
represent the party. Hard times and the constant pressure of agrarian 
and silver interest in Populism stirred both the Republican and 
Democrat parties. The Republicans had a silver faction led by the 
Senator Teller of Colorado, and Bland of Missouri thought that the 
party might well make a definite stand. Cleveland's handling of the 
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labor, currency, and tariff questions during the depression was a source 
of worry to the Democrats while Republican victories in the 1894 
election indicated a definite waning of Democratic popularity. It was 
felt that if the Populists might be lured into joining them, and a 
candidate acceptable to both of them could be nominated, the Democrats 
stood a much better chance of winning in 1896 than if they stood on 
Cleveland's record alone. In a three-cornered contest a good Populist 
candidate might conceivably carry enough anti-Cleveland votes to insure 
26 
a Republican victory. 
Nye said that the problem of absorbing Populism became highly 
important to the Democratic party managers. They feared that 
Populism might capture the party, while gold Democrats hated and feared 
both Populists and silver Democrats of the stamp of Allen and Bland. 
Leading Populists were suspicious of Democrats overtures.^ The most 
important thing was the choice of a candidate, one who would be 
friendly to both the Democrats and the Populists, and preferably one 
from one of the Western states.^8 Former Governor Boies of Iowa was an 
old-line Democrat; McLean of Ohio was too conservative; Altgeld was 
foreign-born and ineligible; "Silver Dick" Bland of Missouri was a 
colorless campaigner. Bryan was not well known in the party, although 
he had achieved some popularity in his home state as a friend of 
Russell B. Nye, Midwestern Progressive Politics (East Lansing, 
Michigan, 1957), p. 107. 
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Populists and came to the Chicago convention. 
William Jennings Bryan was nominated by the Democrats to represent 
them in the presidential campaign of 1896. William McKinley was the 
Republican nominee. Bryan's campaign was considered an effective one. 
Bryan possessed power to sway his audience. The Democratic nominee 
was supported by the Populists. The election of 1896 was won by the 
Republicans. Bryan received six million votes in the election. The 
results of this election helped to demonstrate to the Republicans 
what a possible alignment of a third party with either of the major 
29 
parties could do.*7
Shortly after the defeat of Bryan the Democrats and the 
Republicans each split. The old Midwestern tradition of revolt did 
not die even though Bryan lost and Populism withered. To some the 
Populists had accomplished more than could be seen. It further would 
seem that the forces of the opposition were not quite so powerful as 
they appeared to be. The constant hammering of the Granger, Alliance 
men, the Greenbacks, and the Populists were beginning to shake the 
30 walls of complacency of the major parties. 
Both major parties perhaps anticipated the future with misgivings. 
The Republicans were troubled over the method of regaining ground in the 
silver regions of the Northwest and the Southwest, and at the same time 
they sought to alienate the eastern commercial interests. In the mean- 
29 
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time the Populists appeared to be one of the greatest minor party 
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threats in history. 
It is possible that the Republican triumphs of 1896 and 1900 bore 
in them the germ of defeat as a result of campaign platforms and 
technique. The conservatives in business and politics were encouraged 
by the showing of the Populists and pushed on toward the limit of 
tolerance forgetting that the old issues were not dead but only 
defeated* The Grangers, Greenbacks and Populists did not lose after 
all. A major part of Midwestern political thought was its desire to 
place government more closely under the people's control, so that it 
might answer more directly the people's needs. Thirty years of 
agitation in the Midwest farm belt laid the foundation for reform 
which was to come later under the leadership of Theodore Roosevelt, 
Wilson, LaFollette and the dozens of reform mayors and governors who 
came after 1900.^ 
Twenty-five years after Bryan's defeat, twenty-one states (only 
six of them east of the Mississippi) adopted either some or most of 
the Granger - Populist platform and by 1942 the federal government had 
accepted in one form or another every principle common to all 
Midwestern "radical" programs except free silver and governmental 
ownership of communication and transportation. Granger-Populist 
reforms in elections machinery - the Australian ballot, direct legis- 
40 
lation in the form of initiative and referendum--all appeared in the 
states in varying forms. The Granger cries for railroad anti-trust 
legislation were reflected in act after act by both states and 
federal governments after 1900; postal saving banks, income tax, 
corporation taxes and conservation of natural resources came in the 
twentieth century much as the Midwesterners had asked in 1880 and 
1890.33 
The Democratic platform of 1896 contained more than usual. It 
went further than the Populists to urge the Supreme Court to give 
a decision declaring the income tax law constitutional. The 
Democratic party, however, sought more than such a decision. It also 
protested governmental injunction. The Democratic and Populist 
parties demanded legislation to prevent the demonetization of any 
lawful money by private contract; yet there was no other similarity 
between the party platform.^ The Democrats and Populists denounced 
the banking system and demanded that all circulating notes be issued 
directly by the government. The Republican platform of the year was 
in answer to the demand of the Democrats and Populists for the free 
coinage of silver at the ratio of 16 to 1. Their platform was 
unreservedly for sound money. 
A discussion of the Progressive party cannot be had without a 
discussion of certain personalities. Personalities play an important 
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part in the making of minor parties. Such a personality was Theodore 
Roosevelt, a man of great vitality and physical power, straightforward 
and unafraid, with a talent for leadership, and a predisposition for 
action. He is considered by some as the idol of the American middle 
class, particularly of the social reformer. He came into his own in 
1905 with a mandate from the people. He took up the cause of social 
justice and equal rights for the middle class, with a characteristic 
energy.33 
"The real leader of Midwestern Progressives, at its greatest, 
was Robert Marion LaFollette. The Midwest had been laboring to 
produce a leader for thirty years when he appeared on the scene in 
1900."36 
LaFollette enunciated a so called 'progressive' 
program on tax reduction, diametrically opposed to the 
Mellon Plan. He arranged a combination with Robinson, 
the Democratic Senate leader, by which Senator Cummins' 
regular Republican was deposed as chairman of the 
Interstate Commerce Committee and Elison Smith, a 
Democrat was elected in Cummins' place. He conspired 
with Garrett, the Democratic leader in the House, to 
remodel the Rules of the House 'à la LaFollette'. 
The Democrats committed themselves to the support of 
the LaFollette program.3^ 
The Progressive movement grew out of the conflict within the 
Republican party. Some of the members in the party sought to 
emancipate the party from the domination of the popular will. It was 
bipartisan and its leaders came from the major parties. Progressives 
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represented third party movements in the campaigns of 1911, 1912, 1916, 
1924 and 1948.38 
The Progressive movement of 1912 began as an insurgent outbreak 
among Republican members of Congress in 1910 against the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. Opposition to the administration of 
President William Howard Taft crystallized in 1911 when the National 
Progressive Republican League was organized by Senator Robert 
LaFollette of Wisconsin. Theodore Roosevelt soon placed himself at 
the head of the Progressive Republican movement. Alleging unfair 
practices of the "old guard," his followers left the Republican 
National Convention in Chicago of 1912, and Roosevelt was nominated 
for the presidency by a Progressive National Convention. As a result, 
the Republican party was helplessly split. Roosevelt received a 
popular vote exceeding that of Taft more than 600,000. In 1912, 
harmony was restored in the Republican party. Roosevelt declined a 
second nomination and supported the Republican ticket. After World 
OQ 
War I the rift in the party reappeared. 
The roots of the Progressives of 1912 were grounded in the soil 
where Populism and the Knights of Labor had flourished. After the 
collapse of the Peoples' party, the agrarian ideals of the Populists 
and the liberal labor principles of the Knights of Labor found another 
expression. In the election of 1912, the Progressives stood second to 
38 
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the Democratic party in the size of its electoral and popular vote and 
polled nearly half a million more than the Republican party. It ranks 
therefore as the most formidable third party movement since 1860.^ 
"Its rallies were political camp meetings, and its leaders were 
evangelists. Populism had been found and preached like a revival. 
The new tone found expression among literary writers who became 
known as "muckrakers." They provided spirited reform movements 
in politics, society, and economics at the turn of the century.^ The 
real upswing in muckraking journalism came with the appearance of the 
cheap popular magazine. The four old standards (Scribner's. Harper1s. 
the Century and the Atlantic Monthly) were hardly the proper outlets 
for exposure, since they were considered very conservative magazines 
at that time. Later the Atlantic Monthly printed an article by Ida 
Tarbell on the scandalous practices of the Standard Oil Company. 
The "muckrakers" succeeded in alarming the middle classes who had been 
relatively unmoved by Populism. As a result of the muckraking 
exposure, a wave of reform began in cities and states. "Golden Rule" 
Jones and Brand Whitlock in Toledo and Tom Johnson in Cleveland were 
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reform mayors under whose leadership the people turned against their 
oppressors and began municipal ownership of public utilities.^ Most 
of the municipal reforms were in the Populist area of the Middlewest, 
and there the movement spread from the municipal to the state 
governments. "Fighting Bob" LaFollette became governor of Wisconsin 
and J. W. Folk became governor of Missouri. Even in New York the 
reformers elected as Governor Charles E. Hughes. In their states 
these men broke down the boss-dominated convention system, and in 1903 
Wisconsin adopted the first state primary law. In other states the 
initiative, referendum and recall were enacted into law. The reformers 
secured social legislation limiting the hours of women in 
industry, restricting child labor, imposing the eight-hour day in 
public works and making employers assume responsibility for health 
conditions in factories.^ The progressive groups in the Middle West 
worked within the Republican party of big business by the political 
efforts of two men, Mark Hanna and Theodore Roosevelt. Theodore 
Roosevelt was a militant imperialist, says Hesseltine, and had very 
little sympathy with the Progressive movement.^ He had reformed New 
York's inefficient and corrupt police, but he was no reformer. As an 
ambitious politician, eager to preserve the Republican party, he 
recognized the need for reform without accepting the dogma that reforms 
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must be dmocratic. As President, Roosevelt adopted enough of the 
Progressive program to keep the Middle Western Progressives from 
bolting from the Republican party--the pure Food and Drugs Act, an 
Employer Liability Law, conservation, and the Hepburn Act regulating 
railroad rates.Nye describes Roosevelt as a compromiser and an 
insincere politician. 
The Progressive forces which had acquiesced in Roosevelt's 
reforms broke out in insurgency under William Howard Taft. They 
advocated progressive social and economic legislation, and proposed 
as well the direct election of Senators, direct primaries for nomina¬ 
tion, direct election of delegates to national conventions, and the 
initiative and referendum. On this program they began to line up for 
Bob LaFollette.48 
Led by the popular and dramatic Teddy, the Progressives campaigned 
vigorously and brought defeat to Taft's old guard. In the electoral 
college Taft received but eight votes while Roosevelt polled 88--and 
Woodrow Wilson, with a minority of popular votes, received 435 
electoral votes. The Wilson administration enacted a large popular 
body of progressive legislation, and many Progressives joined the 
Democrats. "The election of 1916 was ripe for the Progressives to reap 
the harvest they sowed in 1912. When the Progressives met in Conven¬ 
tion Roosevelt refused to lead them again. Leaderless and divided, the 
Progressives drifted to the Democrats and reelected Wilson. Thus the 
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Progressive party fled the political scene considering itself deserted 
by its leader."^ 
In February, 1922, at LaFollette's house in Washington, a 
gathering of liberals, in and out of Congress, organized the Conference 
for Political Action.^® On July 4, 1924, a convention of the Confer¬ 
ence for Political Action at Cleveland launched the Hew Progressive 
party and offered its nomination to "Fighting Bob" LaFollette. He 
selected Burton Wheeler as his running mate, and wrote the new party 
platform.^1 
LaFollette launched an attack on the institutions of monopoly— 
the executive departments, the courts and the military system. He 
proposed to recover naval oil reserves, revise the water power act and 
develop Muscle Shoals, reduce taxes and collect war loans from foreign 
governments and reconstruct the Federal Reserve System. The platform 
and the candidate were supported by the American Federation of Labor." 
LaFollette's crisp platform was prophetic of the new Deal, says 
Key. It reiterated the old cry against monopoly and privileges, 
proposed to guarantee labor the right to organize and bargain 
collectively to abolish injunctions in labor disputes, asked that 
49 
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Congress be empowered to overrule decisions of the Supreme Court, urged 
immediate tariff reductions and ultimate public ownership of railroads 
and supported measures to assure "fair prices" to farmers. 
LaFollette's program was thought to be too radical, and the 
campaign of 1924 was marked by bitter and demagogic changes by those 
who felt their interests to be threatened by his candidacy. Key states 
that "there can be no denying that LaFollette and his followers 
challenged the policies of those dominant at the time."^3 
The Progressive campaign concentrated on obtaining success for 
the national ticket to the exclusion of state and local contests. 
LaFollette's supporters were encouraged to seek place on the Democratic 
or Republican tickets. 
"The election results showed some curious phenomena. Only 51.1 
percent of the voters went to the polls. Of those who went, 15,725,000 
voted for Coolidge, 8,386,500 for Davis and 4,822,900 for LaFollette. 
The electoral vote was Coolidge 382, Davis 136, and LaFollette 13. 
The Progressives had carried only Wisconsin, but in 11 other states-- 
all of them West of the Mississippi--the Progressives relegated the 
Democrats to third place. 
The Progressive campaign of 1924 combined the tradition of 
Western dissent with a modern refora movement. It was in this area 
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that LaFollette got his greatest support. LaFollette carried his home 
state)Wisconsin. In some of the other states he ran ahead of the 
Democratic candidate. A large proportion of his support came from 
Democrats, although he did have Republican support, too. The heavy 
LaFollette vote in the West constituted both a warning and an invita¬ 
tion to the Democrats and Republicans alike.58 
Seven months after the election LaFollette died. In 1928, the 
forces which had followed only "Bob" in his last crusade gave 
spiritless support to A1 Smith in his campaign against Herbert Hoover.5^ 
In 1928, the Democrats and Republicans responded differently to 
the crucial issues raised in 1924, thus widening the party gap in their 
campaign pronouncements. The Republicans in 1928 turned down a farm 
plank calculated to appeal to the West; they had won once without the 
Progressive vote and could do so again.58 
The Democrats, in substance, endorsed the McNary-Haugen bill, the 
remedy advocated by the agrarians. Many of the issues proposed by the 
"radicals" became a part of the platform of the major parties. 
Prohibition of child labor, equal suffrage for men and women, and 
direct primaries are evidences of this influence.59 
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CHAPTER IV 
INFLUENCE OF MINOR PARTIES ON MAJOR PARTIES 
The United States has a two-party system, and since 1860, 
Democrats and Republicans have been dominant. "Each party plays 
a role in a pattern of relationships involving both parties, the 
electorate, and the governments. Through time the role of the 
individual party is transformed as it shifts from majority to 
minority ...."* Neither party exists in isolation; each, whatever 
its role at a given moment, is essential to the successful operation 
of the system. Often loose ends are left after the major parties are 
assembled into a system.^ Minor parties, it may be said, arise to 
put "the few odds and ends" into the American political process by 
way of the major parties, or of seeking to gain major party prominence. 
Third parties may often be considered as being well suited to 
convert the hopes or frustrations of some people into purposes that can 
be understood and debated and, if found appealing, approved by the 
people.-* This is evidenced by the debates on the silver issue prior 
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to the election of 1896. Populist orators found free silver their best 
talking point. The silver plank in the Populist platform seemed to 
have been the greatest appeal to the people.^ Third parties are able 
frequently to present issues that were not the result of the findings 
of researchers. After their issues have been presented to the public, 
the major parties are able to select from them and later adopt them 
as a part of their platform.^ 
"The American political system is such that the major parties 
have been unable or unwilling to perform the function of spreading 
their interest over a wide enough area to discover the needs of the 
American people.In the words of the Committee on Political Parties 
of the American Political Science Association "the American two-party 
system has showed little propensity for evolving original or creative 
ideas about public policy; it has been rather sluggish in responding 
to such ideas in the public interest. 
Third parties within a two-party system play an anomalous role. 
Their existence is a constant struggle; they enter campaigns but often 
are unnoticed. Some, like the Socialist party, thrive on adversity 
and others have an undetermined origin. "The hard core of them hold 
stoically to the texts of their stern gospel of economic emancipation, 
4 
Arnett, op. cit.. p. 147. 
5Rossiter, op. cit.. p. 149. 
^ey, op. cit.. p. 307. 
7Cited in ibid., p. 307. 
51 
experimenters, proselyters and dispensers of dire doctrine of repentance. 
Minor parties appeal to the voters hearts, and therefore get the votes 
Q 
on election day. 
As formulators of issues, minor parties have often been more 
successful than the major parties. As advance guards of new policies, 
the newcomers have been bolder than the established organization. 
This is evidenced by the success of putting forth an issue based on 
the "free and unlimited coinage of silver" by the Populists in 1896.^ 
The Free Soil party, the Populists and Progressive parties have 
formulated platforms and developed issues later accepted tacitly or 
openly by one or both of the major parties. In many ways the minor 
parties are more active and more successful in the development of new 
and vital issues than are the older parties. At the same time the 
minor parties raise many issues which are never widely accepted. Thus 
the Anti-Masonic party strove to make a national issue of free 
masonry. The Know Nothings endeavored to found a party on nativism 
and Protestantism as against the newcomers and Catholics. 
In some instances the older parties, instead of making easier 
the formulation and decision of a great issue, serve the function of 
suppressing them or diverting attention from them. This was the case 
in the days of slavery when the old parties refused to take a definite 
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stand on the question. The minor party may be created for the very 
reason that the major party cannot or will not take a definite stand 
on some question of national interest. The minor party has been an 
important factor in shaping national policy. The Greenback and 
Populist parties played a decisive part in the precipitation of the 
currency contest.^ The reference in the Populist platform of the 
"free and unlimited coinage of silver and gold at the existing legal 
ratio of 16 to 1" served to introduce what became a commanding issue 
of the nineties. This was the phase of the national question that 
superseded the Greenback controversy. Prior to 1873, the United States 
had maintained a bimetallic standard of value. Because of the silver 
deposits discovered in the Western states, the price of silver was 
raised in terms of gold. During this same period there was a servere 
business depression and agricultural distress. The inflationists, 
accordingly, dropped their demands for more money and joined the silver 
miner in seeking restoration of silver coinage in unlimited amounts at 
12 the rate of 16 to 1 with gold. The Progressive party of 1912 brought 
to the front the question of woman's suffrage. 
The high tide of minor party strength in the United States was 
based upon farmer discontent in the West and South in the last two 
decades of the nineteenth century-suggesting that diverse agricultural 
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interests could have supported multipartisanism.-^ A broad view of 
minor parties regards them as a means of agitation and education. This 
is illustrated by the Prohibition party which not only sought to enable 
the citizen to perform more effectively his political duties, but to 
educate him to take a higher view of his responsibilities.15 Minor 
parties sometimes present to the voters issues not previously 
presented by one of the major parties. The activities of the 
Progressive party illustrate this. The Progressives were against 
subnormal sanitation conditions, low wages, etc. They set up public 
commissions to investigate the conditions and practices of industry, 
as a basis for formulating minimum standards which they thought the 
public should sanction.^ 
The Progressive party was short-lived, yet its platform for the 
improvement of social conditions gave standards at which to aim. The 
Democrats in 1916, according to Haynes, borrowed wholesale the 
"social and industrial justice sections" of the Progressive platform 
of 1912, and in its planks on labor, conservation, public health, 
prison reform "the Democratic Platform" ranked with the Progressive 
documents of 1912.^ 
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The farmer parties of the Midwest have, it seems, played 
influential roles in the formulation of the policies of the major 
parties. Most of the policies of the Midwestern farmer parties were 
embodied in the Populist party platform. Because of some of the 
successes of the Populist party planks, they became embodied, in part 
at least, in platforms of the major parties.The Grangers were 
responsible for laws that provided for state railroad commissions to 
regulate the question of public control of transportation by the 
states and the acceptance of this principle by the Supreme Court made 
it a part of the law of the land.^ The Greenback party is considered 
as the political expression of agrarian discontent and the first 
effort in the history of the Union to unite farmer and labor elements 
of the country. It was,moreover, the forerunner of the Populists and 
various labor parties.2® Most minor parties have come into existence 
because "neither of the major parties had been receptive to a point 
of view that commended a rather large popular following."21 Third 
parties often serve to show the strength of a point of view deemed too 
radical for the established parties, but still demanding expression.^2 
The Greenbacks, Free Soil, Populists and Progressive parties are 
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exanples of groups which have adopted one or both of the major parties. 
The Dixiecrats were opposed to the program of the Democratic party in 
1948. The persons who represented the States Rights party were 
conservative in character.^ 
Although their protests are sometime vociferous, third parties 
have not contented themselves merely to be against existing public 
policies. A characteristic of minor parties has been the adoption of 
counter programs, some carefully thought out, others dubious. New 
programs generally emanate from small parties. To mention but a few, 
railroad regulation, the graduated income tax, control of banking, 
work relief, Federal Youth programs, unemployment insurance, old age 
pensions, postal savings, direct primaries, and popular election of 
Senators were first advocated by the Populist, Socialist, or Progressive 
party. As these programs became "respectable" and demonstrated vote¬ 
getting possibilities they were taken over by one or both major parties 
and enacted into law. This very fact accounts for the lack of 
permanence of so many minor parties; for after the minor party policies 
gain acceptance, they are taken over by one or both parties, and the 
minor party loses its support and membership. The activities and 
organization of these various minor parties serve more as crusading or 
educational moments than as effective havens for the politically home¬ 




SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
Minor parties have played an important role in American politics. 
They have converted some of the frustrations of the people into 
purposes. Minor parties serve as an outlet for the expression of the 
discontent of the people. The major parties have been unable to 
perform the function of spreading their interests over wide areas. 
Thus the minor parties have often found it necessary to formulate new 
issues and campaign for them, or retain the old issues. 
As formulators of issues, some of the minor parties have 
demonstrated a willingness to take the first step in presenting to 
the public as issues the long-smothered grievances of certain people 
in a particular section of the country in order to bring about change. 
In many ways the minor parties are more active and more successful in 
the development of new and vital issues that are later accepted. They 
have performed the function of calling attention to serious problems 
and pointing a way to their solution. They have stimulated the major 
parties sometimes by frightening them. They have advocated some 
reforms which the older parties have adopted and enacted into laws, 
and sometimes have trained leaders for the major parties. 
Throughout the nineteenth century, a host of third parties appeared 
before the American voter. Some were local in appeal such as the Equal 
Rights Party. Others were important movements. Examples of the move¬ 
ments would be the Liberty, the Know Nothings, the Progressive, and 
Populist parties—each of which threatened the existing parties and 
forced lasting changes of policy. 
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The idea is not meant to be conveyed that all minor parties seek 
to bring about change. This would be fallacious since there have been 
some who sought to maintain the existing order. Stated more simply 
they were opposed to social change. For example, the Know Nothing and 
Dixiecrat parties. 
The Populist party began in the grain growing states and spread 
to the South. It advocated governmental ownership of railroads, 
telephones and telegraphs. The Populist party at one time proved to 
be a threat to the major parties, in that it appeared to be achieving 
major party status. In 1892, it won 22 electoral votes, sent a dozen 
avowed Populists and a number of sympathizers to Congress, elected 
three governors and hundreds of state legislators. With the withering 
of the Populist party in 1900, income tax, postal savings banks, 
banking reform, and other items which were on the Populist ideas 
permeated both the Democratic party, the Progressive, etc., and left a 
lasting imprint on American politics. Although many of the reforms 
advocates did not become realities, some of them were adopted. 
Thus it may be said that minor parties have played a great role 
in American politics through their influence on the major political 
parties and hence on the electorate. The influence on the American 
major parties of the minor parties is achieved through conflict of 
ideas and a show of power. The major parties often embody ideas found 
in the platforms of some of the third parties. It is through this 
method that a change can take place in a society when certain elements 
within a group cease resisting change. 
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A note of caution must be added. Indeed, we must emphasize a 
fundamental weakness in our analysis. In discussing the influence of 
minor parties on the platforms of the major parties, we are dealing 
ultimately with the problem of causation, of cause-effect relationship. 
Causation is an extremely difficult problem. We make no claim that we 
have demonstrated any strict chain of causation between minor parties 
and the platforms and programs of major parties. We have tried to be 
suggestive rather than exhaustive and conclusive. It is a risky 
business to assert causal connections. It is illogical to assume that 
because their ideas made their first political appearance in the 
programs of minor parties and later found expression in the platform 
of the major parties, therefore, the former is responsible for the 
latter. We have provided neither a definition of "political influence" 
nor any criteria by which it can be identified and measured. But the 
scope of our study is limited and while we recognize the larger 
problems posed by this investigation, we make no pretense to have 
solved them. We have merely suggested a possible line of political 
impact and consequence. 
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